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After some time had been spent in hearing the evidence
which was produced, and in listening to the arguments of the
lawyers on either side, it was found that the Commissioners
were equally divided in opinion.1 Abbot, who knew that the
King was bent upon obtaining a declaration in favour of a
divorce, took an opportunity of an interview with him to beg to
be released from his ungrateful task. James seemed much
affected by the arguments which he used, and showed no signs
of being displeased with him for the course which he had taken.
But after the Archbishop had left him, and he was once more
in the hands of Rochester and the Howards, he was again
The number induced to take up their cause more warmly. The
milsionere1" eclua^ division of the members of the Commission
increased, gave him an excuse for adding to their number, and
he allowed himself to take the unjustifiable step of appointing
Bishops Bilson and Buckeridge, who could only be regarded in
the light of partisans, to sit amongst the judges.

Abbot determined to write a letter to the King.    It was a

great opportunity, and if he had been content to set down the

arguments which he was prepared to maintain when
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letter to the his opinion was asked amongst the other Com-
mg* missioners,2 he would at least have left on record an
unanswerable defence of the course which he had taken, even
if he had failed in producing any lasting effect upon the mind
of James. But, unfortunately, the Archbishop had an unlucky
knack of committing blunders when it would seem that he could
hardly have avoided taking the right step. Incredible as it
appears, he contrived, in the letter which he wrote, to omit the
slightest mention of any one of the points upon which the
strength of his case rested, and to substitute for them a number
of most questionable propositions. To the deficiency of evi-
dence, and to the danger of the precedent, he did not even

1  Chamberlain to Carleton, Aug. i, 1613 (Court and Times, i. 260).
In this letter four Commissioners  only are mentioned as  pronouncing
against the nullity.    Doctor James, however, though probably absent at
that stage of the proceedings, would have joined them if they had actually
come to a vote.

2  In the speech prepared, but never delivered.    State Trials, ii. 845.